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Advisory Action 

..The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on th cover sheet with the correspondence addr ss 

THF RFPL Y FILED 23 Mav 2002 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Sere^ore ftirtheTacSn is required to avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a 

Sfi Siioi under 37 C^^^^ only be either: (1) a timely filed amendment which places the application n 

cSndS KSw^nc^;^^^^^^^^^^ of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) 6r b)] 
a) M The period for reply expires 6.months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b □ The period for reply expires on: (1 ) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection whichever is later. In no 
event however will thTslatutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final r^ertion 
ONLY cSThiS W^^^ THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

ExtensISisSme maybe obtained under 37 CFR 1 .136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 .136(a) and the appropriate extension fee 
have binTd is he dare f^^^^^^^ of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee^ The appropnate e'ttens^n fee under 
^fcFR 1 17^a) is from (1 ) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office ac .on or (2) as set forth in 

% above jf chlLd^ ^^^^^^^^^ Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, may reduce any 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 M A Notice of Appeal was filed on 23 Mav 2002 . Appellanrs Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
ZM The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) 13 they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) la they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: See Attachment Paragraph 1 . 
3.n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

40 Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, fimely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

The a)n affidavit, b)^ exhibit, or c)S request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: See Attachm ent. Paragraph 2. 
6.n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejecfion. 
7.13 For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)^ will not be entered or b)I3 will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: None . 
Claim(s) objected to: None . 
Claim(s) rejected: 1 and 3-20 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: None . 

8. n The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)n approved or b)n disapproved by the Examiner, 

9. n Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 
IG.D Other: 
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Attachment to Advisory Action 

1 . Applicant's after final amendment (Paper No. 9) now limits the claims to one, single 
mechanical latent defect, as opposed to more than one mechanical latent defect. These new 
limitations require further consideration by the examiner. 

2. In regards to the merits of Saitoh, appUcant contends that Saitoh does not teach a load 
impedance circuit and that testing or identifying occurs after manufacturing of the transformer 
apparatus is completed. 

The examiner most respectfiilly disagrees. The circuit 24 of Saitoh, not only detects 
impedance, but also through a voltage source carries an electrical load of current. Therefore, the 
circuit 24 of Saitoh ftiUy satisfies the hmitations of a "load impedance". 

The examiner's position is that the limitations of "completing the manufacture of the 
piezoelectric apparatus" is a very broad and relative recitation and that the piezoelectric 
apparatus of Saitoh is not completed until the apparatus is finally assembled into a medical 
diagnosing apparatus (at col. 21, lines 35-38). The testing or identification of the mechanical 
latent defect relied upon in Saitoh (at col. 20, lines 39-59) is performed prior to this completion 
or assembling of the transformer apparatus into the medical diagnosing apparatus. Thus, Saitoh 
fully satisfies the specific order (last 5 lines of Claim 1) of identifying and completing. 

In regards to the merits of Kawamura, appUcant contends that Kawamura does not teach 
connecting a load impedance to the generator. However, in Figure 5, Kawamura shows a 
generator read as a voltage source (labeled V), which is connected to an AC current source, i.e. 
load impedance. Therefore, Kawamura fully satisfies the hmitations of "connecting a load 
impedance to said generator" (Une 4 of Claim 1). 
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In response to applicant's argument that Allen does not teach completing manufacture of 
the transformer apparatus after the step of identifying or testing, the test for obviousness is not 
whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of 
the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one 
or all of the references. Rather, the test is v^hat the combined teachings of the references v^ould 
have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 
871 (CCPA 198 1). In this case, the step of identifying, i.e. testing, v^ith which the examiner 
reUes upon in Allen, is the determination of the fatal defects prior to packaging (at col. 4, Unes 
47-50) of the transformer apparatus, not the testmg of the already packaged transformer 
apparatus (at col. 4, lines 28-35) with which the applicant argues. Accordingly, Allen satisfies 
the order of steps of identifying and completing and is combinable with Kawamura. 

In summary above, the examiner maintains the Final Rejection. 



